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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This office action is in response to the amendment filed October 31, 2005. Claims 1-25 
are presented for examination. 



2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. code not included in this office action can be 
found in a prior office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. Claims 1-2, 5-8, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Ferguson et al. (USPN 5,504,894) (hereinafter Ferguson). 

4. As per claim 1, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including a method of 
distributing workload in a workflow management system comprising the steps of: 

during a calibration mode, executing plural instantiations of a test process to identify load 
index parameters (col. 6 line 65 - col. 7 line 18); 

calculating a load index based on the load index parameters for each engine of the 
workflow management system, wherein each load index reflects a workload of its associated 
engine, wherein the load index corresponds to an average activity execution delay (col. 6 lines 
16-64); and 

distributing workload across the plurality of engines in response to the load indices in a 
load sensitive mode (col. 6 lines 37-45). 
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5. As per claim 2, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of claim 
1, wherein identifying the load index parameters comprises identifying a single engine nominal 
activity execution delay (C) when no concurrent activities are executing (col. 10 lines 45-55) and 
an activity execution latency factor (A), wherein A, is a function of a number of concurrently 
executing activities (col. 6 lines 7-35). 

6. As per claim 5, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of claim 
1 wherein distributing the workload comprises re-directing incoming process requests to another 
engine (col. 6 lines 37-45). 

7. As per claim 6, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of claim 
1 wherein distributing the workload comprises re-distributing queued processes to another 
engine (col. 7 line 65 - col. 8 line 24). 

8. As per claims 7-8, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 1 wherein distributing the workload comprises identifying and prioritizing a source engine 
for distributing workload from based on a maximum differential workload (col. 5 lines 43-47; 
col. 6 lines 36-45). 

9. As per claim 22, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 1, further comprising providing a definition of activities in the test process such that for 
each activity, a resource execution time is much less than an engine execution time, the resource 
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execution time representing an execution time of a resource to perform work represented by the 
respective activity (col. 9 line 66 - col. 10 line 8), and the engine execution time representing an 
execution time of the respective engine in performing the activity (col. 9 lines 55-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

10. Claims 9-10, 13-19, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ferguson. 

11. As per claim 9, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including a method of 
distributing workload in a workflow management system comprising the steps of: 

a) calculating a load index for each engine of the workflow management system, wherein 
each load index reflects a workload of its associated engine (col. 6 lines 1 6-64); 

b) operating in a load insensitive workload distribution mode for distributing processes 
until a maximum differential load index exceeds a pre-determined threshold (col. 6 lines 16-64; 
col. 7 lines 15-45); and 

c) operating in a load sensitive workload distribution mode for distributing processes 
until all processes have completed execution once the maximum differential load index exceeds 
the pre-determined threshold (col. 6 lines 16-64; col. 7 lines 15-45). 

12. Ferguson does not explicitly distinguish between operating in a load-sensitive and load- 
insensitive manner, yet it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
that Ferguson operates the scheduler in a manner that only changes the routing decisions when 
workload burden demands a change. That is, the performance index for each processor is 
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determined and the incoming transaction is routed to the processor that satisfies the performance 
constraints. When the changes in performance index does not have a bearing on the routing 
choices, the transactions continue to be routed as previously indicated until the performance 
index demands a reshuffling of the transaction to processor mapping (col. 7 lines 38-42). In that 
sense, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art that the distribution 
mode is insensitive to the workload of the processors until the recomputation of the performance 
index reflects a degradation in response time. 

13. As per claim 10, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 9 wherein processes are round-robin distributed in the load insensitive workload 
distribution mode (col. 8 lines 12-18). 

14. As per claim 13, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 9 wherein step c) further comprises the step of re-directing incoming process requests to 
another engine (col. 6 lines 37-45). 

15. As per claim 14, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 9 wherein step c) further comprises the step of re-distributing queued processes to another 
engine (col. 7 line 65 - col. 8 line 24). 

16. As per claims 15-16, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 9 wherein step c) further comprises the step of identifying and prioritizing a source engine 
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for distributing workload from based on a maximum differential workload (col. 5 lines 43-47; 
col. 6 lines 36-45). 

17. As per claim 17, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including a method of 
distributing workload in a workflow management system comprising the steps of: 

a) switching from a load insensitive mode to a load sensitive workload distribution mode 
for distributing processes when a maximum differential load index exceeds a first pre-determined 
threshold, Tl (col. 6 lines 16-64; col. 7 lines 15-45); and 

b) switching from the load sensitive mode to the load insensitive workload distribution 
mode for distributing processes when the maximum differential load index is less than a second 
pre-determined threshold, T2 (col. 6 lines 16-64; col. 7 lines 15-45). 

18. Although Ferguson does not explicitly discuss load-sensitive or load-insensitive modes, 
this issue is addressed above in numbered paragraph 12. Instead, Ferguson only changes routing 
decisions when the differential load index ceases to satisfy the system constraints. Rather than 
changing "modes," Ferguson switches the routing decisions when the differential load indicates 
that response times are not meeting goals. 

19. As per claims 18-19, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including the method of 
claim 17 wherein T1=T2 or T1>T2 (col. 6 lines 36-40; col. 7 lines 20-35). 

20. As per claim 23, Ferguson teaches the invention as claimed, including a workflow 
management system for implementing the method of claims 9 and 17 (Fig. 1). 
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Response to Arguments 

21. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 9-10, 13-19, and 22-23 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

22. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-2 and 5-8 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

23. Applicant argues that Ferguson does not teach a calibration mode during which plural 
instantiations of a test process identify load index parameters. Examiner respectfully disagrees, 
in that Ferguson teaches a method of updating the load index parameters of each processor by 
way of an update algorithm that necessarily must be encapsulated within some sort of system 
process. The disclosed step of updating the performance index is the same as operating in a 
calibration mode. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

24. Claims 3-4, 11-12, 20-21, and 24-25 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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Conclusion 



25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Syed J. Ali whose telephone number is (571) 272-3769. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8-5:30, 2nd Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai T. An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Syed Ali 

February 1, 2006 




